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The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address » 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
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DETAILED ACTION 



Response to Amendment 

The amendment filed on December 22, 2003 under 37 CFR 1.312 has been entered. 
Claims 1,16, and 23 have been amended and are presented for further examination. Claims 11, 
15 and 33 were previously cancelled. 

Claims 1-10, 12-14, 16-32, and 34-36 are presented. 



Applicant's arguments filed December 22, 2003 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Applicant argues that the pending claims are patentable over Chang and Braddy because 
there is no teaching of the amended claim limitation providing output from the application 
program executing at the chosen server directly to the client system. In response, newly cited art 
by Boll et al. (US 5,644,720) has been found that points out a chosen server providing output 
directly to client (fig. 1, 38). See new rejection below. 

Applicant argues that Chang and Braddy cannot establish prima facie case of obviousness 
because the proposed combination would change the principle of operation of each of the 
references. In response, Examiner agrees with the overall characterization of Chang and Braddy, 
yet disagrees with the Applicants conclusion reached about the combination of Chang and 
Braddy. Applicant's argument that Chang and Braddy cannot establish prima facie case of 
obviousness, the test for obviousness is not whether the features of a secondary reference may be 



Response to Arguments 
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bodily incorporated into the structure of the primary reference; nor is it that the claimed 
invention must be expressly suggested in any one or all of the references. Rather, the test is what 
the combined teachings of the references would have suggested to those of ordinary skill in the 
art. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981). In this case, the reference 
shown by Chang shows administrator manually selecting a service from a list of approved 
services provided through a management console and client selecting a particular service from 
the plurality of services, whereas Braddy shows client making a manual request for a service 
through a request broker and the request broker making an automatic selection of a physical 
server from a plurality of servers. This modification shown by Braddy would have been readily 
realized by one of skill in the art. Automatic selection would not necessarily change the 
principle of Chang's invention, which includes a verification process before a connection is 
made to a service host. 

Information Disclosure Statement 
The information disclosure statement (IDS) submitted on 5/15/2003 is in compliance 
with the provisions of 37 CFR 1.98(d). Accordingly, the examiner has considered the 
information disclosure statement. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 



(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
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having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1, 2, 6, 8-10, 12-14, 16, 17, 19-24, 28, 30-32, and 34-36 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Chang (6,157,953) in view of Braddy (US 6,141,759) in further view 
of Boll et al (US 5,644,720). 

In referring to claim 1 and 23, Chang discloses a system for accessing a plurality of 
services hosted by servers via a web server managing the computer network. Chang discloses: 
o Web server (208) receiving identification of the application programs (services) hosted 

by plurality of servers (207) (col. 6 lines 49-63). 
o Web server creating a page describing a display of hosted application programs (list of 
services) available to the client and transmitting the created page to the user display (fig. 
9, col. 13 line 64- col. 14 line 28). 
o Receiving from the client a request to execute one the hosted application programs 
(service) (step 808, col. 13 lines 21-30). 

Although Chang shows substantial features of the claimed invention, Chang does not 
particularly show the feature for choosing a server from a plurality of servers. Nonetheless this 
feature is well known in the art and would have been an obvious modification to the system 
disclosed by Chang, as evidenced by Braddy. 

In an analogous art, Braddy shows a system for distributing, monitoring, and managing 
client requests among plurality of servers. Braddy shows: 

o Choosing a server from a plurality of servers, a server hosting the client requested 

application program (fig. 11a, step 326, col. 16 lines 63- col. 18 line 15). 
o Executing the requested application (fig. 10 step 298). 
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o Providing output from the executing application program to the client system for display 
at the client system (col. 9 line 1-7, col. 13 lines 55-59). 

Given these features a person having ordinary skill in the art would have readily 
recognized the advantages and desirability of modifying the system disclosed by Chang to 
employ the features shown by Braddy in order to efficiently distribute information requests to 
effect load balancing for request received by a server (see Braddy, col. 5 line 65- col. 6 line 3). 

Although the combined teachings of Chang and Braddy shows substantial features of the 
claimed invention, as discussed above, they do not explicitly show providing output from 
application program executing at the chosen server directly to the client system. Nonetheless, 
this feature is well known in the art and would have been an obvious modification to the system 
shown by Chang and Braddy, as evidenced by Boll. 

In an analogous art, Boll shows a communication interface for managing transaction 
request for client servers that can fulfill a client application's transaction request. Boll shows 
client server providing output from application program executing at the chosen server directly 
to the client system (col. 3 lines 47-51, fig. 1, 38). 

Given this feature, a person of ordinary skill in the art would have readily recognized the 
desirability and advantages of modifying the system shown by Chang and Braddy, to employ the 
features shown by Boll, in order to avoid a single point of failure if central interface goes down 
after communication link has been established. 

In referring to claim 2, 20, and 24, Chang shows web server receiving user credentials 
from a client system (col. 13 lines 64-col. 14 line 11). 
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In referring to claim 6 and 28,Chang shows web server receiving and authenticating user 
based on user entered credentials (password and user ID). Client selects and executes one of the 
available services applications without requiring further receipt of user credentials from the 
client system (col. 13 line 65- col. 14 line 28). 

In referring to claim 8 and 30, Braddy shows a system for creating HTML pages (col. 3 
lines 49-57). 

In referring to claim 9 and 31, Chang shows available application programs in GUI (fig. 

7). 

In referring to claim 10, 19 and 32, Braddy shows step comprising transmitting pages to 
the client using HTTP (col. 3 lines 15-36). 

In referring to claim 12 and 34, Chang shows executing the requested application in 
window in a page (col. 13 line 3- col. 14 line 28). 

In referring to claim 13 and 35, Chang shows client making a connection with server 
executing the requested program (col. 13 lines 21-40). 

In referring to claim 14 and 36, Chang shows web server communicating with plurality of 
servers to determine which services are hosted by those servers (col. 8 lines 23-48). 

In referring to claim 16, similar to claim 1 above, Chang shows: 
o A service module (management console) collecting identifications of application programs 

hosted by servers (col. 8 lines 8-48; fig. 5). 
o A database (212) storing identities of application programs (col. 5 lines 39-62). 
o Transmitting an output display and selection creation engine creating a page describing a 
display of, and making available for selection, the hosted applications (services) programs 
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available to the client wherein one of the hosted application program (service) is executed 
(fig. 6B, col. 11 lines 46-49). 

Although Chang shows substantial features of the claimed invention, Chang does not 
particularly show the feature for choosing a server from a plurality of servers. Nonetheless this 
feature is well known in the art and would have been an obvious modification to the system 
disclosed by Chang, as evidenced by Braddy. 

In an analogous art, Braddy shows a system for distributing, monitoring, and managing 
client requests among plurality of servers. Braddy shows: 

o Choosing a server based on collected information, the server hosting the client requested 
application program and displaying application on client (fig. 11a, step 326, col. 16 lines 63- 
col. 18 line 15). 

Given these features a person having ordinary skill in the art would have readily 
recognized the advantages and desirability of modifying the system disclosed by Chang to 
employ the features shown by Braddy in order to efficiently distribute information requests to 
effect load balancing for request received by a server (see Braddy, col. 5 line 65- 
col. 6 line 3). 

Although the combined teachings of Chang and Braddy shows substantial features of the 
claimed invention, as discussed above, they do not explicitly show providing output from 
application program executing at the chosen server directly to the client system. Nonetheless, 
this feature is well known in the art and would have been an obvious modification to the system 
shown by Chang and Braddy, as evidenced by Boll. 
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In an analogous art, Boll shows a communication interface for managing transaction 
request for client servers that can fulfill a client application's transaction request. Boll shows 
client server providing output from application program executing at the chosen server directly 
to the client system (col. 3 lines 47-51, fig. 1, 38). 

Given this feature, a person of ordinary skill in the art would have readily recognized the 
desirability and advantages of modifying the system shown by Chang and Braddy, to employ the 
features shown by Boll, in order to avoid a single point of failure if central interface goes down 
after communication link has been established. 

In referring to claim 17, Chang show the web server connecting with other at least one of 
the plurality of servers in order to obtain identification of service application hosted by those 
server (col. 6 lines 11-36, col. 10 lines 7-56). 

In referring to claim 21 and 22, Chang shows web server receiving information of the 
users who are authorized to execute requested applications and the minimum capabilities 
required (col. 13 lines 3-64). 

Claims 3, 7, 18, 25, and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Chang in view Braddy and Boll, as applied above, and further in view of Cook. 

Although the combined teachings of Chang in view of Braddy shows substantial features 
of the claimed invention, as discussed above, it does not explicitly disclosed with substantial 
evidence SGML document indicating hosted application program. Nonetheless, this feature is 
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well known in the art and would have been an obvious modification to Chang in view of Braddy, 
as evidenced by Cook. 

In referring to claim 3, 7, 18, 25, and 29, Cook discloses the handling of SGML 
by the host and the creation of an output in the form of SGML to the client (col. 6 lines 7-24). 
Given the teaching of Cook, a person having ordinary skill in the art would have readily 
recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Chang in view of Braddy by using an 
SGML document for creating and page or parsing it because SGLM is an ISO standard for 
defining the format in a text document. 

Claims 4, 5, 26, and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Chang in view of Braddy and Boll, as discussed above, and in further view of Yu et al 
(hereinafter Yu; US Patent 5,930,804). 

Although the combined teachings of Chang in view of Braddy show substantial features 
of the claimed invention (discussed above) including client entering user credential, it does not 
explicitly disclosed with substantial evidence a biometric method of submitting client credentials 
to a host system. Nonetheless, this feature is well known in the art and would have been an 
obvious modification to the system disclosed by Chang in view of Braddy, as evidenced by Yu. 

In an analogous art, Yu discloses a method for client to enter biometric credentials when 
accessing web server (col. 3 line 60 - col. 4 line 53) 

Given the teaching of Yu, a person having ordinary skill in the art would have readily 
recognized the desirability and advantages to modifying Chang in view of Braddy, by employing 
a means for receiving biometric data in order to allow for a more secure means for accessing 
important application programs held by the host servers. 
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In referring to claim 5 and 27, Yu shows encrypting user credentials (col. 



13 lines 27-29; fig. 5,108) 



Conclusion 



Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Anita Choudhary whose telephone number is (703) 305-5268. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 9am-5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Glenton Burgess can be reached on (703) 305-4792. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



AC 

March 15, 2004 




^ GLEWTON B. BURGESS 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 
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